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Abstract 
Developing creative thought and innovative action among graduates is pertinent in this competitive age. However, to what extend 
graduates were allowed to develop creativity in classroom? This study was intended to examine barriers to creativity and 
innovation in a local university. This study utilized a survey method using cross sectional research design. 202 graduate students 
participated in this study. The findings showed moderate barriers related to self-confidence and risk taking, need for conformity, 
use of systematic analysis, use of abstract, task achievement and physical environment. The practical implications of these 
findings were discussed in this paper. 
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1. Background of the study 
The impact of globalization has created a new economy outlook in which knowledge is traded as viable products 
or services. In this context, today’s global market demands highly skilled workforce who are knowledgeable, 
creative, innovative, articulate, adaptable, and competent of critical thinking. In fact, enhancing creativity and 
innovation in this new millennia era, has become a global-wide interest reflecting social and economic changes and 
the need to raise competitiveness in globalization activities. Given such pressures, higher education institutions play 
crucial role in promoting sustainable development for the well being of future generations. Graduate students are not 
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only equipped with knowledge and skills but also ability to adapt to new state of social and cultural change. Hence, 
to adapt to those changes, researchers noted that many higher learning institutions have taken the initiatives to 
include creativity and innovation aspects in their curriculum and policies (Adams, Kaczmarczyk, Picton, & Demian, 
2007, 2009).  For example, Lin (2011) found that many countries such as Hong Kong, Japan, South Korea, Taiwan 
and Singapore have recognized creativity as one of the three generic skills to be developed in education curriculum. 
Besides, some universities are adapting to address the problems by including discussions in the classroom that 
consist of new trends in social media, or even ethical questions in a economy and global landscape including 
leadership issues (Lester, 2011). Creativity is the ability to produce work that is novel, high in quality and 
appropriate (Mohd Izham Mohd Hamzah  et al (2011). It involves essentially context, interests and the acquisition 
and utilization of ordinary cognitive processes yielding extraordinary tacit knowledge and values (Weisberg, 1999). 
Nevertheless, Smith and Smith (2010) noted that, creativity and innovation could be introduced and observed to 
instil higher thinking skills in students. Besides, in order to improve the quality of undergraduate education, Buckley 
(2009) suggested that students need to be involved in research and creative activities.  This could be done through 
teaching and learning and practical activities like co-curricular activities (AlJughaiman & Mowrer-Reynolds, 2005; 
Badi, 2008). On the contrary, higher education in many countries are facing major challenges such as increasing 
demands for improvements, and raising the quality of graduates and their career prospects and also the issues of 
creativity and innovation. Many great scholars such as Sternberg, 2006; Gardner, 2007; and Freire, 1993) argued 
that as young people progress through their school education, their genuine interest and innate curiosity in exploring 
the world around them gradually decline and they seem to be educated out of creativity.  In most cases, Freire 
(1993) sees that students become the repository of the material the teacher deposits into their brains, taking delivery, 
memorizing and replicating it. Thus Freire (1993) calls upon engagement of the student in creative thought as the 
way to eliminate the depositing process. Subsequently, Welkener (2000) found that college students believed that 
their creativity was limited to a few selected individuals so students were hesitant to believe they had creative 
talents.  They also felt that their creativity was stifled by faculty expectations and they feared to exhibit any more 
out-of-the-box thinking than what they perceived the teacher wanted to see. Besides, creativity may also be affected 
by different barriers such as personality, environment, situation, motivation, cognitive development (Wong and 
Pang, 2003) or even emotional and perception (Davis, 1999) together with cultural, environmental intellectual and 
expressive barriers (Adam, 1999). Hence, Wong and Pang (2003) noted that that these barriers are like blocks, 
which may hinder the performance of creativity skills. In this sense, Akinboye (2003) noted that without creativity, a 
person is unable to access the fullness of information and resources available but instead is locked up in old habits, 
structures, patterns, concepts and perceptions. In fact, according to Davis (1999) old habits and expectations 
interfere with new ideas, activities, and possibilities. Therefore, given such juncture, identifying barriers that 
prevents undergraduate students from producing creative thought and innovative action is pertinent so that 
educational providers could provide solutions, development and programs for future career enhancement and 
performance of these graduate students.  
2. Understanding creativity and innovation 
Some scholars suggested that the concept of innovation needs to be distinguished from creativity         
(Middleton-Kelly, 2006; Skarzynski & Gibson, 2008). Conversely, some authors used the two concepts 
interchangeably (Krippendorff, 2008). In this sense, Grulke (2002) termed innovation as the change into something 
new, the introduction of novelties and the alteration of what is established. While, Damanpour (1996) coined the 
termed innovation as a change put forward in the outputs, structure or processes of an organization that facilitates its 
integration with the environment. On the other hands, Drucker (1985) suggested that innovation is a means of 
entrepreneurship and an action that provides resources to form a capacity so as to reach welfare. Hence, Yasar and 
Neczan (2010) concluded that innovation could be defined to be creative and implementing something new in one or 
more of the systems regarding products, services, distribution, working, marketing and technology. Nonetheless, the 
concept of creativity has been established in many areas of discipline such as psychology, sociology, economics, 
science, engineering, education, management, fine art and architectures (Sadi, 2008) but the definitions vary and 
sometimes difficult to be defined (Donnelly, 2004). Creativity has been defined as the production of novel ideas that 
are useful and appropriate to the situation (Amabile, 1983; Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). Parallel, Olatoye (2010) 
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suggests that creativity is the act or ability to create something new through imaginative skills. It is a mental process 
involving the generation of new ideas. In addition, Baron (1990) and Guilford (1986) noted that that creativity 
should result in something new.  Apart from this, there were extensive theories and approaches such as behaviourist, 
cognitive, social-psychological, or humanistic approach, in characterizing the concept of creative studies. For 
example, the confluence’s theory viewed that a creative person is the product of three integrative psychological 
variables such as intelligence, cognitive style and personality (Sternberg, 1999). However, the componential theory 
assumes that all humans with normal capacities are able to produce at least moderately creative work (Amabile, 
1997). This theory stresses that creativity of individuals or teams has three major components, which are expertise or 
domain skills, creativity thinking skills, and intrinsic task motivation. On the other hand, psychologists have made a 
significant distinction between product-oriented and process-oriented creativity (Smith, 2005). Product creativity is 
defined as the production of both novel and appropriate work (Sternberg & Lubart, 1999). While, process-oriented 
creativity focuses on the mental process  that involved creative potential to generate new ideas, solution of problems, 
and the self-actualization of individuals (Fryer, 1996). Nonetheless, the approach to creativity in education, stress 
the relationship between creativity and knowledge, curriculum, and appropriate pedagogical strategies to foster 
creativity in the classroom (Craft, 2005). The underpinning the approach of creativity in education suggested that 
creativity can be developed (Fryer, 1996) and all individuals have the potential to be creative (Craft, 2001a). 
Conversely, Scott, Leritz, and Mumford (2004) reviewed literature and found that the concept of creativity has been 
linked to many aspects of human lives and advancement. For instance, creativity has been connected to development 
of new social and leadership institutions. Scott, Leritz, and Mumford (2004) also claimed that creativity has been 
shown to play a role in entrepreneurial activities and long-term economic growth and successful adaptation to the 
demands of daily life.  
3. Creativity and education 
Previous studies revealed that creativity can be taught and learned (Lin, 2011). According to Bramwell et al 
(2011) creative educators will be most successful when they use their personal intelligences to choose projects that 
both fit their own values and students needs and interest. On the other hand, Kazerounian and Foley (2007) reported 
a study done in Taiwan that integrates the teaching of creative problem solving into a sample mechanical 
engineering classroom. The students were required to use Wallas’s four stages of creative problem solving which 
include four processed namely preparation (research on the problem),  incubation (leaving the problem in learners’ 
mind for some time), illumination (when the solution emerges and becomes clear), and  verification (verifying that it 
works). However, findings revealed that students perceived that their curiosity and ambition had increased, but their 
instructors reported negatively where they believed that their students might understand the theories and procedures 
they learned in class, but are unable to transfer it to the design of the project. Other research suggested that an 
engineering education may suppress creative personality characteristics but engineers can unleash this innate 
creativity in the right environment (Kazerounian and Foley, 2007). In another study which was carried out by 
Douglas Wilde of Stanford University, concluded that engineering education has been shown to inherently block 
creative potential (Wilde, 1993). They also concluded that engineering education might be suppressing creativity 
even in naturally creative people. However, creative potential can be unleashed in the right environment. Studies 
showed that there is also a relationship between learning environment and creativity (Lin, 2011).  A study done by 
Sternberg et al (1996) showed that learning environment which was manipulated with acceptable risky behaviour, 
hence, students’ creativity increased.  Interestingly, Eisenberger and Rhoades (2001) revealed that students were 
more excited about the potential to excel and less worried about the possibility of failure. On the other hand, 
according to Friedman and Forster (2001) when the environment provide the penalties for failure, students become 
more prevention focused. They become less creative in their work. Apart from learning environment, literature 
suggested that study of creativity and innovation among university students differed according to place of origin, 
gender and ethnicity ( Deary et al, 2007).  For example, study found that male students from the suburban and rural 
areas were more curious and desire to try to new things than the female students (Siti Rahayu et al,  2 011b). On the 
other hand, Oyundoyin and Olatoye (2007) found in their study that that there was no difference between male and 
female students on general creativity tests. There was also no significant difference between male and female 
students on each component of creativity namely fluency, originality, flexibility and creativity motivation. 
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Nevertheless, Wei (2008) found in her study that there was no significant difference between demographic factor 
such as educational level towards barriers to creative thought and innovative action. However, she found that most 
of the non-science academic staff are found to have a higher score in barrier related to task achievement.  
4. Barriers to creativity and innovation thinking 
According to Sadi & Al-Dubaisi (2008) barriers to creativity is a conflicting subject because it is complex and 
varied. Adams (1979) describes barriers to creativity as mental walls that block the problem solver from correctly 
perceiving a problem or conceiving its solution. His work identifies two major categories of inhibitors: structural 
barriers, which include psychological, cultural, and environmental blocks; and process barriers, which include 
elements related to cognitive style. In this study, the inventory used to measure barriers to creative thought and 
innovative action was adapted from Martin (1990). The inventory was intended to identify and measure the degree 
of inhibitors affecting a person’s ability to create and innovate. 
Barriers related to concept of self - It highlights barriers related individual’s self-esteem, self-confidence, 
handling of rejection, and ability to confront differing opinion 
x Barriers related to need for conformity- It indicates barriers related to individual’s inclinations to break away true 
patterns, to take risks, to express one’s ideas, and to scrutinize traditional views and standard practices and 
policies. 
x Barriers related to ability to abstract-  It reflects barriers related to individual’s tendencies to use the unconscious 
mind, to abstract, to view things in holistic or visual ways, and to rely on guts, hunches or intuition 
x Barriers related to ability to use systematic analysis- It reflects barriers related to individual’s tendencies to use 
the conscious mind, to apply logic, to think in linear or sequential ways, to organize oneself and one’s ideas, and 
to rely on facts or data. 
x  Barriers related to task achievement- it reflects barriers related to individual’s work patterns, persistence, 
attitudes toward others, and resourcefulness. 
x Barriers related to physical environment – it highlights barriers related to individual’s preferences as to physical 
surroundings, dealing with distractions, use of personal space, and need for privacy. 
Hence, given this juncture, it deems that creativity and innovation have become important elements in 
organizations due to competitive edges. Furthermore, it is also pertinent for the organization to understand that their 
long-term survival depends on the ability to continually create innovative, novel products and services to ensure 
business competitiveness, their commitment to innovation will result in sustainable idea generating initiatives (De 
Jager, Muller & Roodt 2013). Nevertheless, developing creativity and innovation, however, is a hard and risky 
process especially in a small scale businesses (Tiwari and Buse, 2007). In this sense, according to Wong and Pang 
(2003) creativity skills may be affected and reduced by various attributes which include the person's individual 
personality, environment, situation, motivation, cognitive development. In the context of educational setting, the 
notion of academic achievement is the main barrier to creativity and innovation. Thus, identify the possible barriers 
to creativity thought and innovation action become pertinent in this context. Furthermore, creativity is deemed as a 
vital aspect of education, necessary in order to equip younger generations of learners with flexible and adaptable 
skills for a knowledge society 
5. Objectives of the study 
x To identify the level of barriers to thought and innovative action among the under graduate  students of the 
faculty of Education, UiTM, Shah Alam 
x To examine the significant difference between barriers to creative thought and innovative action and gender 
x To examine the significant difference between barriers to creative thought and innovative action and program 
x To examine the significant difference between barriers to creative though and innovative action and hometown 
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6. Methodology  
In this study, survey method using cross sectional research design was employed. The instrument measuring 
barriers to creative thought and innovative action was adapted from Martin (1998). The instrument was designed to 
identify and measure a degree of inhibitors affection a person’s ability to create and innovate, issues related to self-
self esteem, elements that deals with self- confidence, and behaviour associated with risk taking. It also examined 
the barriers that environment imposed, such as factors related to availability and use of time, issues of privacy, 
imposition of limitations and physical facilities. It consists of 36 items with a seven point Likert scale, ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) was utilized. The items were categorized into six traits namely barriers 
related self concepts, barriers related to the need for conformity, barriers related to ability to abstract, barriers related 
to ability to use systematic analysis, barriers related to task achievement and barriers related to  physical 
achievement. There were 213 undergraduate students from four programs (namely Art education, TESL, Science 
education and Physical and health education) participated in this study. The undergraduate students consist of 20% 
males and 80% females from difference program. Majority of the respondents live in semi-urban area (51%) and 
19.9 and urban and 30.3% live in rural area. 
7. Findings  
Research objective 1: Analysis on the level barriers to creative thought and innovative action among the 
undergraduate students of the faculty of Education, UiTM, Shah Alam 
      Table 1. The Levels of level barriers to creative thought and innovative action. 
Level Frequency Percentage 
Low 
Moderate                                                                   
High 
             92 
             121 
              - 
                   43.2 
                   56.8 
                  
              213                    100 
 
Table 1 displays the levels of barriers to creative thought and innovative action among undergraduates’ students 
of the Faculty of Education, UiTM, Shah Alam. The findings revealed that majority of them, that is, 56.8%(121) 
demonstrated moderate level of barriers to creative thought and innovative action and 43.2% (92)  of the 
respondents showed low level of barriers. On the other hand, none of respondent showed high level of barriers to 
creative thought and innovative action. This finding provides positive indicators in the effort of the university to 
identify barriers of creativity in a higher learning setting. Further analysis was carried out to identify each 
dimensions of the barriers related to creative thought and innovative action among the undergraduate students. 
     Table 2.  Dimensions of barrier to creative thought and innovative action. 
Mean indicators: low: (1-3.00); moderate: (3.01- 5.00); High: (5.01- 7.00)         
 
 Mean  Std deviation 
Barriers to creative and innovative action 
Barriers related to self- confidence and risk taking 
Barriers related to need for conformity 
Barriers related to use of abstract 
Barriers related  to use of systematic analysis 
Barriers related to task achievement 
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Table 2 reports the mean and standard deviation scores of respondents for six dimensions of barriers to creative 
thought and innovative action. The mean scores for each domain were arranged in descending order to rank the 
levels of barriers to creative thought and innovative action by undergraduate students of the faculty of Education, 
UiTM, Shah Alam. Results show that the respondents perceived that all the six dimensions in barriers to creative 
thought and innovative action were moderate. For example, they felt that barriers to self confidence and risk taking 
were moderate where m= 3.042, std dev= 0.735, followed by barriers related to the need for conformity (m= 3.0629, 
std dev= 0.782); barriers related to the use of abstract (m=3.050, std dev= 0.756); barriers related to systematic 
analysis (m= 3.0957, std-dev= 0714) and barrier related to physical environment, m= 3.0957). However, mean 
scores for barrier related to task environment showed slightly higher mean= 3.2449, std dev= 0.752) than the other 
five traits. This study supported research done by Huda Mohd Hassan Hilal et al (2013). 
Objective 2: Analysis on the differences between barriers to creative thought and innovative action and gender 
Table 3. Independent t-test between barriers to creative thought and innovative action and gender. 
 N mean                std dev               t df p 
Male              39    2.9736 0.6614 -1.426 188 .155 
Female          151 3.1466 0.6678    
 
Based on the independent t-test shown in table 1, there was no significant difference between barriers to creative 
thought and innovative action and gender; where t= -1.426, p= 0.155. Therefore, the result indicates that the gender 
does not show any significant effect on barriers to creative thought and innovative action the respondents. 
Research objective 3: Analysis on the significant difference between barriers to creative thought and innovative 
action and program 
               Table 4. One way Anova analysis between barriers to creative thought and innovative action and program. 
 SS df MS                        F p 
Between group 399.10              115 3.471                      0.795              0.865 
Within group          318.533            73 4.363   
Total                       717.693  0.6678   
 
Table 4 displays, ANOVA analysis on the between barriers to creative thought and innovative action and 
program of the respondents. Based on the One-Way ANOVA test, the results showed, there were no significant 
differences in the (F=0.795; p= 0.865). This finding indicated that programs do not have any effect on barriers to 
creative thought and innovative action of the undergraduate students of the faculty of education, UiTM, Shah Alam. 
The finding is in line with the study done by Kampylis et al. (2009) 
Research objective 4: Analysis on the significant difference between barriers to creative thought and innovative 
action and hometown 
                Table 5. One way Anova analysis between barriers to creative thought and innovative action and hometown. 
 SS df MS                        F p 
Between group 57.377 116                   0.495                     1.190 0.212 
Within group          30.333               73 0.416   
Total                       87.711     
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Table 4 displays, ANOVA analysis on the between barriers to creative thought and innovative action and 
hometown. Based on the One-Way ANOVA test, the results showed, there were no significant differences in the 
(F=1.190; p= 0.212). This finding indicated that hometown of the respondents whether they live in urban, semi 
urban or rural do not have any effect on barriers to creative thought and innovative action of the undergraduate 
students of the faculty of education, UiTM, Shah Alam 
8. Discussions and conclusions 
This study was intended to examine the potential barriers that could hinder undergraduates’ creative thoughts and 
innovative action. Hence, utilizing Martin’s (1988) inventory, the finding revealed that majority of the 
undergraduate students were perceived to have moderate barriers in creative thought and innovative action. The 
findings of this study may suggest that barriers related to task achievement was the most common barriers that 
hinder students’ creative ability. This is followed by barriers related to systematic analysis, self- confidence and risk 
taking and physical environment. However, the findings showed that there were no significant differences between 
creativity and innovation on demographic variables. According to Martin (1988) barriers related to task achievement 
indicates that these students may have difficulties in handling work patterns, not persistence in their work, and lack 
of resourcefulness. Nevertheless, Sadi & Al-Dubaisi, (2008) noted that task achievement is related the management 
practice and it has a top priority in organizational setting. However, it does not leave much room for creative 
thinking. In this context, McFadzean (2000) and Clapham (2000) claimed that creativity can be encouraged by 
changing a person’s mindset or paradigm. Hence, educators or academic leaders could play important roles in 
changing leaner’s paradigm especially during teaching and learning processes by using three strategies, i.e. 1) 
encourage collaborative learning; where group members are encouraged to produce as many ideas as possible and 
association where members combine related or unrelated previous ideas to generate new one 2)  use stimulation to 
encourage learners to make a shift in their perceptions to the problems 3) encourage learners to use unusual ways to 
express their own ideas. Apart from task achievement, it seems that the respondents were also having moderate 
barrier related to self- confidence and risk taking. In this sense, Davis (1999) described such characteristics  could be 
related to emotional block which include a sense of  insecurity and anxiety such as fear of failure, fear of being 
different, fear of criticism or ridicule, fear of rejection, fear of supervisors, timidity, or a shaky self-esteem. In sum, 
the highly intense global competition and the unique demands in teaching and learning landscape of higher 
education in the 21st century require major transformation and new approaches in teaching and learning. Therefore, 
the need to foster creativity and innovation in today's rapidly changing learning environment is higher than it has 
ever been. Huda Mohamad Hassan Hilal et al.  (2013) suggest that barriers of creativity should be examined 
empirically otherwise students will lag behind in this age of competition. Thus, developing creative pedagogy is 
encouraged to ensure fun learning. In this sense, Lin (2011) proposed a three-element framework of creative 
pedagogy which integrates the elements of teaching, leaning and creativity.  She claimed that the interplay among 
these elements offer a more holistic view of enhancing creativity through teaching, to cover the aspect of creative 
learning which was overlooked in the past, and to provide a different explanation to some arguments about teaching 
creativity. According to Lin (2011), for the features of creative teaching, such as imaginative, dynamic, and 
innovative approaches (Jeffrey & Craft, 2004), often inspire learner’s imagination and new ideas. On the other 
hands, Lin (2011) conclude that several features of creative learning such playfulness (Kangas, 2010), collaboration 
(Mardell, Otami, & Turner, 2008), development for imagination and possibility thinking (Craft, Cremin, Burnard, & 
Chappell, 2008), and resourceful context (Oral, 2008) could encourage interesting and fun learning.  Educators play 
an important role in promoting, encouraging and nurturing creativity and innovation in classrooms. However, the 
extent to which they can fulfil this role is often limited by systemic and institutional policies. In order to teach in an 
innovative manner and to encourage creativity, teachers need to be supported at every stage. They need to have the 
time to help their students develop the thoughtful, critical and reflective processes that are essential to creativity. 
Furthermore, educators need support in terms of training to be up-to-date with creative and innovative teaching 
practices. Nevertheless, Hennessey (2004) believed that creativity can be augmented is through increasing the 
rewards of creative output. Besides, study revealed that when the rewards for creativity are prominent and 
instructions to the students are clear, rewards increase creativity with an increase in extrinsic motivation but it does 
not decrease intrinsic motivation (Eisenberger and Armeli, 1997). At this end, educators, academic leaders such as  
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heads of programs, coordinators and deans need to challenge themselves to create new contexts for learning which 
are more conducive, creative and innovative  that encourage student engagement across activities and subjects. 
Besides, there is also a need to tackle creativity and innovation is a holistic manner. For example, policy makers or 
academic leaders could revamp curriculum that can be undermined or disregarded if they are not matched by 
changes in assessment. Institutions of higher education need to enhance the experiences of their leaner’s and to help 
prepare and nurture future leaders in every field of study. 
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